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Twenty Minutes of Hate [Perception, Language and the Organism] 


“As usual, the face of Emmanuel Goldstein, the Enemy of the People, had 
flashed on to the screen. There were hisses here and there among the 
audience. The little sandy-haired woman [author's note: Duerre] gave a 
squeak of mingled fear and disgust. Goldstein was the renegade and 
backslider who once, long ago (how long ago, nobody quite remembered), 
had been one of the leading figures of the Party, almost on a level with 
Big Brother himself, and then had engaged in counter-revolutionary 
activities, had been condemned to death, and had mysteriously escaped 
and disappeared. The programmes of the Two Minutes Hate varied from 
day to day, but there was none in which Goldstein was not the principal 
figure. He was the primal traitor, the earliest defiler of the Party's purity. 

All subsequent crimes against the Party, all treacheries, acts of sabotage, 
heresies, deviations, sprang directly out of his teaching. Somewhere or 
other he was still alive and hatching his conspiracies: perhaps somewhere 
beyond the sea, under the protection of his foreign paymasters [author's 
note: Margrethe II, who the Nazis tagged less than a week after she was 
born (weserubung)]". 

Will anyone as cruel as the Jew Martin Goldstein please stand up? 

I want to personally thank our friend Martin for coming to Fabrikant; it 
demonstrates the depth of his commitment. "[I a]m situated at the chiasm 
of an inexhaustible depth" (Martin Goldstein, 'A Direction of Thought': 
Speech, Reversibility and the World in Merleau-Ponty's Late Philosophy of 
Language). 

perception: relative, diacritical, oppositional 
meaning: diaphanous, invisible, evanescent 
infra-referential: a voice of nobody 
extra-referential: a voice of things 

infra-referentiality and extra-referentiality are twin conditions for making of 


sense 



Identity is a result of a complex process of differentiation. Each thing 
appears within a field. Things do not appear as determinate objects. Martin 
believes "we do not see things in isolation", “identity of 
a thing depends on all the other things with which it forms a 
constellation”, “a thing is in relation to those things which it is not”. 

Situations cannot be thematized in toto. Voices “make sense in relation to 
the whole of language", "speech always points to but can never itself 
completely thematize"; "[no jsituation can be rendered completely intelligible", 
"perception of people, things and artefacts, is only ever partial"; "the other 
person's body reflects that which I cannot experience" (sic). Goldstein 
argues that “[this constitutive-absence] ensures that we cannot really 
possess clear and distinct ideas about ourselves or the world”. 

There's no Big Other 

Diacritical speech belongs to absolutely no one. Diacriticality is "neither 
produced by our psychophysical constitution, nor produced by our categorial 
equipment, but lifted from a world whose inner framework our categories, 
our constitution, our subjectivity render explicit" (Merleau-Ponty). Meaning is 
unowned, "established meanings of a language [and] the rules that govern 
it are neither produced nor possessed by anyone"; “[we] do not possess 
the invisible absolutely"; "others guarantee the truth of our interrogation" 

(sic); "[our] lives and decisions unfold alongside the lives and decisions of 
others", “presence of others repudiates the idea that coherence is a 
possibility". For Goldstein, irremediably, the perspective of “other people” 
’’haunts my own” (sic) perspective and maintains the truth of the world. 

Merleau-Ponty rejects the consciousness-centred approach, not arguing the 
center is in “res extensa” rather than mind, but by recognizing there exists 
no centre. 

Goldstein and the Consciousness-Centered Philosophy 

For Merleau-Ponty, our friend Descartes is making mistakes to bifurcate 
cogito and world. In Descartes, the world is reduced to an object; for 



Descartes, the human is a composite entity (n. b. “the passions are 
mechanical”). 

Descartes, in describing the world, in his own meditations, as thus 
simultaneously “thinking thing” ‘or’ "thought" (so-called cogitans, or "res 
cogitans" in latin) and the extended thing (the latin res extensa); 
reckoned consciousness and our “external world” as split (in a thoroughly 
determinate fashion). By bifurcating, there's two separate orders; the orders 
are hereby distinct; immanent order of mind, unactive extended 
transcendental order. 

Two orders are exclusive; the bifurcation is determinable only on the basis 
of “clear and distinct ideas" (sic). Our friend Helena’s mate recorded there 
"I have a body with which I am very closely united" - "nevertheless, since 
on the one hand I have a clear and distinct idea of myself in so far as 
I am only a thinking and not an extended being. Since on the other hand 
I have a distinct idea of body in so far as it is only an extended being 
which does not think. It is certain that this I is entirely distinct from my 
body and that it can exist without it" (R. Descartes); so we have here 
clear and distinct ideas of mind in terms of unextended, with material 
space passively extended. The strict bifurcation we have between Cartersian 
orders, or in my own proper terms what we call ‘bridging’ (of immanence 
and transcendence) necessarily requires a mediation (or, perhaps a 
straddling, so to speak). However, as we will see, our friend Merleau-Ponty 
wants to put any such mediation into question. 

These notions indeed mount a unique challenge to those Cartesians, at 
least initially. For Merleau-Ponty, the human experience “est situe”. This 
situatedness[-in-the-world] challenges dualist split vision. From my own point 
of view our experience of the world as unity disqualifies sense dualism. 

Goldstein believes "[we can't] strictly bifurcate both immanent res cogitans 
and res extensa even though this move very well might make sense for 
purposes of analytic reflection". For Merleau-Ponty, it is important to 
remember it isn’t possible to understand ideas and the world if we start 
the Cartesian way. 



Consubstantiality...as expression and speech 


Sentient and sensed are simultaneously unique and unified since they are 
both are made of the same worldly stuff. Perceptual abilities are united in 
a single body, he says, corresponding to unified sensible dimensions of 
perceived world. But, accordingly, “[t]here is no absolute coincidence 
between” sensor and sensed. 

Goldstein believes "sense is” able to reflect the sensible world, “it is 
intertwined with it" (sic); through a ‘filigree’; the "[thre]ads that make up 
the complexly woven fabric do not coincide absolutely"; they are woven 
together], in[ter]twined, yet not absorbed by one another; however, they 
form a single fabric; "intertwining of sentience and sensibility should not be 
understood as a complete coincidence"; “it must be understood as 
originating in the fission of the sentient-sensed" (sic); a common, 
elementary "adherence of the sentient to the sensed and the sensed to 
the sentient" as sensible and sensed are woven together forming a single 
fabric of Being. 

Yes, yes, that's all very well and nice but is there an argument? 

So his argument - as I reason - is: 

Speaking is modulation in a dimension of variation. 

A thing is modulation in a dimension of variation. 

Speech is not a thing. Speaking is [our] “way of taking up a world” (sic). 

My response: if we hypothetically syllogize, we are not really our way of 
taking up a world. 

Identity exists. If a = b it is necessary that a = b. Aristotle 9.8. Metap. 
Nor can anything which is of necessity be merely potential (my translation). 
Identity, furthermore, has transitivity concerns; I mean, identity is a transitive 
relation. 



Martin there confuses having with being speaking from a perspective after 
having and being part way; "speech is not a thing and language is not a 
thing” (paraphrased), I’m not joining him there, these things for me are 
real. 

Goldstein argues they (like perception [supposedly]) are “our” means of 
taking up the world. From this viewpoint, that of Maurice Jean-Jacques, if 
you allow me to reconstruct, it is not "we have language" but entirely 
vice-versa, read closely the late working notes; “language has us”. Those 
who believe “we have language” and not "language has us" are not 

speaking in Merleau-Ponty. 

If Martin says language is a taking up of the world then it's a having 
[author’s note: a having of ours]; and he thus finds himself in 
disagreement. Speaking is a thing. We are also things. There’s little to no 
difference between the political entities actualized vis-a-vis the ones who 
activate them. 

a=b, b=c so a=c. Language exists, speaking exists, they are both things. 
Whatever exists is a thing. The word thing just means existent. Our 
means of taking up the world exist, they are things. This is not a 

profound thesis. I’m pointing out the obvious injustice. 

“Our way of taking up the world” as “a modulation in a dimension of 

variation", I don’t go there. Taking up is ‘having’ not ‘being’; it’s the 

being that corresponds to a “modulation in a dimension of variation”; not 
“having”; it's the "having" that corresponds to our "taking up", not being. 

Bodies are reflective 

A body is revealed in its ability to reflect itself; "linguistic expressivity is a 
carnal activity that admits of the possibility of reversibility". Reversibility 
proper to speech consists of a kind of reflection. The essence of such 
reversibility, Martin gives for us his positive function, is that “we make 
sense of our situation only from within that situation” [author’s note: see 



Locke, a man has a property in his own person this (Second Treatise of 
Civil Government section 27) no-body has a right to but himself]. 

Vision and touch are bound to the tangible and visible world. Vision is not 
a [certain] mode of thought or ‘presence to self’; vision is the visibility of 
the world "turned back upon itself"; “[simply] the world reflecting itself”. 

What is the meaning of the ‘back’? One can say vision is visibility of the 
world turned upon itself and mean exactly the same thing, if not more 
directly. “Turning back” presumes moving forward (see S.J. Gould, the 

Bacterial Domination of the Planet). 

The human body is situated within the horizons of the world. Things are 
colored and textured. “A color should not be understood strictly as a 
quale, as a "pellicle of being without thickness"; “[colors, say gold] are not 

detachable from the things that they color” (such as gold things, that is, 
gold existents). What we call red emerges "from a less precise, more 
general redness that is established in a lateral relation with other red 
things. There is no such thing as the colour red in itself, there is only 
the red of a fire truck, a football jersey, or a Valentine's card; the colour 
red, like all colours, is a dimension of variation." (The Visible and the 

Invisible). We have the red of the Liberal Party, the red of blood, the red 

of Denmark, the red of the political ideology referred to as communism 
(which Merleau-Ponty himself affiliated with), but each gold is not 
discontinuitized (for Goldstein, detachable) from what the gold (or in this 
case, red) colors. 

Our Midas Touch 

My friend Shelly has a sensation. She uses the word Sy to apply to that 

sensation. So when Shelly has that specific sensation she points to it by 
ostensive definition. For Sy to be the name of that sensation we must 
have some rule for applying it. But there's no way to test whether the 
rule is applied not correctly or correctly. So it seems to Shelly she's right 
but since we can't test the application, there's no distinction between 
seeming right and really being right. Wittgenstein's argument is Shelly 
should be anti-realist; she should be anti-realist of her private sensations. 



But if visible and invisible are, as Martin believes, made of the same 
stuff, why aren’t we conscious realists? There exists universal pneumatic 
continuity. Can we know what we are doing? Yes, we can. It is we who 
are doing it. 

This is perhaps best illustrated with reference to H. Arendt. Similarly, 
appearances constitute reality. There's no Ukranian wizard on the other 
side of the liminal curtain pulling the family; there’s there's no invisible 
handler; no “Nature” as such. "Grund", for Arendt, does not have 
ontological privilege (over appearance). Essence does not lie beneath 
surface, she says, that a cause “should be of a higher rank than effect, 
rank among other [author’s note: supposed] two-world metaphysical 
fallacies”; "[our] tradition of philosophy has transformed from which 
something rises into the cause that produces it and has then assigned to 
this producing agent", "higher rank of reality than is given to what merely 
meets the eye"; “common conviction that what is inside ourselves, our 
inner life, is more relevant to what we are than what appears on the 
outside is [author’s note: for Hannah] an illusion" (sic). 

Arendt asks "could it not be that appearances are not there for the sake 
of the life process but, on the contrary, that the life process is there for 
the sake of appearances?" Adolf Portmann says "prior to all functions for 
the purpose of preservation of the individual and the species [....] we find 
the simple fact of appearing as self-display that makes these functions 
meaningful". Arendt says her friend Adolf discovered non-appearing, inner 
organs exist only in order to bring forth and maintain the appearances! 

For Arendt, "[Adolf] defines life as the appearance of an inside in an 
outside"; “not only do appearances never reveal what lies beneath them of 
their own accord but also they never just reveal they also conceal"; "no 
thing, no side of a thing, shows itself except by actively hiding the 
others." 

Reversibilities involved in being-in-the-world are occasioned by several 
moments between a human body and itself, the human body and the 



world, the body and those other bodies. Martin says "[we] cannot step 
outside of our situation"; "[cannot] soar over it"; "[cannot] remove all 
opaqueness and depth from it"; "[cannot] leave invariance behind” to view 
from the outside; "every thing appears as a figure on a background that 
is inexhaustible" (sic). “[Our] meaning is invisible", "a secret counterpart of 
the visible"; says “the visible world is constituted by”, as I trapped, “this 
constitutive absence” (sic). 

To conclude, a thing is a modulation in a dimension of variation. The 
visible centres on a nucleus of constitutive-absence (see Catharina-Amalia), 
“[language] is” about a world that we [latently] “co-inhabit”, ineluctably, 

"[w]e speak of and about a world in which we are fundamentally rooted" 
(sic). 

2600 

To our friend Dudjom Lingpa, all beings have no existence except as 
appearances to one’s mind; the you is no more real than these 
apparitions. 

Goldstein seems to imply our expressive acts invoke “the whole”; this to 
me seems like German philosopher Martin Heidegger (1927) where we 
already have a preconceptual understanding of being, we have Martin 
Heidegger "[nor does this] most universal and hence indefinable concept 
require any definition, for everyone uses it constantly and already 
understands what he means by it"; "[s]o the meaning of Being must 
already be available to us in [s]ome way". In my terms, we know what 
Being is before we, any of us, move from here to there. 

Our friend J. Hervey Ornstein in his defense of some form of dualism 
(1972) argues a dualism must be necessary. We have Jack saying there a 
letter doesn’t mean anything at all; according to his argument J or N, S 
doesn't mean anything anything at all; but how can the letter t mean 
nothing? Goldstein argues "words, taken individually, are not meaningful". 



I, on the other hand, believe the constitution of words is some of our 
best evidence. As stated, the world is multifactorial and relationally- 
constituted. Names, places, words are direct [distributed] evidence of those 
constitutive relations. As Dr. Hawkins wrote, “consciousness impersonally 
reflects actuality”. 

Our friend Michel Foucault also looks beneath 'niveau' de 'mot' (where the 
wild things are;) the late M.J. Merleau-Ponty would appreciate Foucault's 
efforts at bottom. We got Foucault "and if one is forced to descend below 

the level of individual syllables to the very letters of the words, one can 

still find the values of a rudimentary form of nomination" (The Order of 
Things). 

“Goldstein was hated and despised by everybody...his influence never 
seemed to grow less” (Eric Blair, 1984) 

Honestly, Martin Goldstein is not my favorite person. If I didn't have to put 

up with Martin aggressively grunting in our philosophy classes when I was 
trying to hyper-concentrate...well, it’s entirely my fault; mea culpa. I.f. I am 
myself entirely to blame for being dumb enough to attend university 
[Exodus 6:5, Numbers 18:14, see the Ornaments of Gold]. 

It is not my wish to undo Martin’s contribution; let’s list him in the annals 

of our continent alongside our friend Alden Fisher, Ted Toadvine and 
Robert Vallier, as one of the finest North American commentators of 
Merleau-Ponty. 



Daniel Pinchbeck and the New Ibo-collectivism 


Pinchbeck defends the desirability of forcing governments to orchestrate a 
mass climate mobilization. Radical action requires a total commitment; a 
total civilizational commitment is necessitated to address climate catastrophe. 
He proposes a virally contagious rebellion where we create a tipping point 
phenomenon, so as to undo ecological damage then transition to a 
ecological and regenerative society. 

Like software, we have to press reboot; the longer we wait to relaunch 
the more difficult it will be to avert planetary catastrophe. He says, "it is 
our dharma in this time to fight for our future on this planet" (sic). "We 
need more than a reform" (sic), Dan says "we need a new political- 
economic operating system". 

Pinchbeck says it is possible that the next revolution will never come, “but 
right now we need to wake up for real. We must wake up [....] or we 
can continue as we are now and watch our planet burn out" (sic). 

Media doesn't work that way 

Pinchbeck maintains "we don’t have to smash the state", "we can 
supersede it" (sic), "[we can jfeed the Blob the antidote that will force it 
to dissolve". He says "the battle for our future will be conducted through” 
(sic) media. 

To Dan, people’s worldview - their ‘subjectivity’ - is manufactured by 
media. "Collective consciousness is shaped by media” (sic); rather than 
marketing consumerism to keep people fearful, networks of media and 
social tools can promote different values responsible, Earth-honouring ones. 
"[We can] feasibly use media" (sic) to point people in a new direction; 

"[the same] tools of media and advertising that have been used so 
successfully to dominate and control the human mind can be repurposed" 
and transformed into instruments for liberation. 



If only mass media expressed a different intention, he believes, today’s 
communications infrastructure could support a permanent revolution. The 
system, "keeps our consciousness trapped within" a particular set of 
“beliefs”; a certain frequency of awareness and closed reality. Pinchbeck 
believes "meaning doesn’t exist in reality", "it is entirely a construct of our 
minds" (sic), "we create notions of goo[d and evil]". 

All is not lost. However, the only way we can engineer a rapid turnaround 
is to repurpose the mass media and communications infrastructure the 
capitalist system has, Daniel says, bequeathed, to us; "[use] the corporate, 
commercial and communications infrastructure to propagate cooperation, 
empathy, flexibility and local autonomy". 

Dan says, "[we need a new] media network that is global and funded to 
the same level as FOX or CNN". Pinchbeck advises "the key to success 
is to imitate FOX", "[because] many people are currently hypnotized or 
brainwashed by FOX in particular, this new network would have to make 
use of similar tropes, repetitive memes, and production values. It could 
also integrate user-generated content, engaging its audience in a new way." 
"[This network] would be laser focused on ecological solutions and 
pragmatic alternatives", “no problem would be presented just to create fear 
and anxiety in the viewer’s mind; each program that presented a problem 
in the world would also propose actionable steps to solve it”, “the content 
would be linked to participatory networks where people could engage 
immediately in bringing about solutions”. 

In short, he wants leftists to co-opt the mainstream big-money media to 
save the planet. The easy answer, I think, is the right one. Not going to 
happen; “I hit a cultural blockade”; “not one major television network 
invited me on to discuss”. Did he try the CBC? 

In my opinion, if you want to feed the Blob the antidote, then you must 
first convince those who own it to give you game (Disney, Time Warner, 
News Corporation, Viacom, Vivendi Universal, Sony, Liberty, Bertelsmann, 
AT&T-Comcast, General Electric [NBC], the New York Times, Hearst, 
Washington Post Company, Cox, Advance, Tribune Company, Gannett; 



outdated list). To get on the air, you gotta first convince those companies 
who own mainstream media it's in their own best interests to have you 
speak; you can't just come along and say something and expect it to 
happen. The media doesn’t work that way. 

This is the essential flaw of Pinchbeck's crusade. His supposed "plan" 
critically depends on the assumption that media owners will allow him to 
disseminate propaganda through their proprietary channels, not blacklist him; 
adopting a policy of ‘avoidance’. 

Pinchbeck’s program depends on the assumption he can “repurpose the 
mass media”, but he can’t repurpose it, because he doesn’t own it. The 
media doesn't belong to Daniel. Those who do own media don't want Dan 
on. Why not? What Dan’s message of catastrophe would do is undermine 
media-owners' own stock market capitalization; not to mention the economic 
best interest of their partners-in-crime at the country club. Pinchbeck's 
opinion “[if] you're a lawyer, maybe you need to take a pay cut” may be 
fine and dandy for our butterfly-minded friends who sit in trees but it is 
not palatable to monopolists, bankers and oligarchists who own media 
Empire. 

He has to come up with a message agreeable to both media-owners and 
the masses. "I used to write for” The New Yorker, The New York Times 
Magazine, Rolling Stone, and so on; “I know nearly 100 journalists, 
novelists, and editors who work for the mainstream media - many of them 
old or former friends”, “I emailed, sent them galleys and copies of the 
book. I couldn’t get even one of them to cover it. Most refused to even 
look at the book or respond to my entreaties". Pinchbeck reckons "when 
you hit a cultural blind spot, it means you have found something 
important" or perhaps it means exactly what it looks like: nobody wants 
anything at all to do with Dan. Nobody wants daemonic Quetzacoatlism 
from coast to coast. 

Dan doesn't understand what he confronts. The reason he’s black-flagged 
is not because as he says “I am an anarchist” (sic); Pinchbeck is 
censored because his message is rotten. Do we need Dan broadca'sting' 



“we are in a Fascist takeover of the US government"; “at this point, 
nobody can say a Neo-Fascist White Supremacist takeover of the US is 
inconceivable”? No, we don't want. 

If nobody is listening to him then there’s a reason for that; it's not as if 
his argument has not had public exposure; he can't complain people 
haven't read him, they have, he's widely read, as he himself likes to point 
out his first book was a New York Times bestseller. Dan can't complain 
people haven't listened. They have listened. Daniel is complaining people 
aren't agreeing with him; “if people just feel doom and gloom, then you 
might as well just keep buying a bunch of crap, eat hamburgers, and 
chain smoke cigarettes because there's no future anyway” (sic). 

Pinchbeck reckons "people who work for the media are very busy and 
they kind of pigeonhole things. If you’re pigeonholed as someone weird or 
marginal, it’s easier for them to dismiss what you do”; maybe, or perhaps 
it is exactly what it looks like, they just don’t want to be associated with 
Dan. 

The corporate media boycotts Dan. There's common consensus throughout 
their interlocking social networks to censor him. Why? Daniel sold his soul 
to a Mexican demon “Quetzalcoatl”; that’s just one of those mistakes you 
don’t recover from. So-called freedom of religion, say freedom to worship 
Quetzalcoatl or “Christ” or anything else, doesn’t get you ready-to-hand 
access to speak on mainstream television. 

Believe anything you want Philosopher Vesselin Petkov believes he's a 
scientist resurrected from Atlantis; our friend the great Icke believes he's 
actually from another planet, many people think all sorts of wacky things 
but if you waste your opportunity costs doing wacky stuff like worship of 
eye demons, mainstream media will not waste theirs on you [author’s note: 
unless they’re Le Devoir], 

Does Daniel lament having broken open his head? "[I]f you spend a 
decade exploring how we can re-design our world to benefit our human 
family as a whole while restoring our damaged ecosystems, the mainstream 



media will not let you share your views”. Truth be told, they probably just 
don’t want to support Nephi’s plan to infect folk from sea to shining she. 

Daniel complains he doesn't get media attention that he says he deserves. 

Maybe because whenever he is interviewed, he whines like a spoiled brat 

having a temper tantrum or throwing a hissy-fit about how he isn't getting 

enough media coverage. Who does he think he is, Aquinas? Remember 
when he was invited to speak on Strieber’s show, our friend Pinchbeck 
attacked the host! Grow up Pinchbeck! Learn some respect. 

Daniel's attack on Whitley 

Dan dueled with Whitley Strieber on his talkshow “the Unknown Country”. I 
will keep my comments short since only once did I listen to this wayback 
when and it has seemingly disappeared from the net. 

Pinchbeck: "Both Strieber and I were surprised by the virulence of this 
verbal battle", "he said that I had assaulted him in his very being and 
that we were no longer friends". "Strieber kept harping on the negative 

aspects of the situation", "proclaiming that the Internet was about to be 
overtaken by corporate interests", "he also stated that there was going to 
be a huge die-off of the human species in the immediate future", "[Whit] 
reiterated that this was definitely going to happen that he believed it". He 
says Whit "continued to assert that this die"-off was a fact that he had 
done the math, and there was no way around it. Dan believes Whitley 
Strieber has no basis to proclaim that a massive die off is imminent; 

“[Whit] is acting as a prophet of doom”; “projecting the negative, shadow 
aspects of his own psyche into the collective consciousness of his 
audience”. He recalled "the fight began as I explained my hypothesis about 
2012 ". 

This interview was quite a listen, Pinchbeck accurately reports what he 
said. Dan did jump in from out of the blue and accuse Whit of serving 
an evil demon. Pinchbeck reports, "[by] my reading of Strieber's work, I 
suspected that Strieber was influenced by the force Ahriman, the evil spirit 
who pulls humanity down", "I told Strieber that I thought he had been 



manipulated by alien entities" (sic), then when Strieber countered, Pinchbeck 
started screaming at him accusatively blaming him of discharging malevolent 
shadow copies. The local host for Quetzalcoatl Dan Pinchbeck says "on a 
subliminal or subconscious level Strieber appears to have made a Faustian 
pact with these Mephistophelean entities" (sic). 

This is actually a really interesting data point on the social graph which 
can be used to levy out openings on conflicts between incommensurate 
belief systems. Dan covered Whitley's Grays at an unbelievable depth in 
his book. Strieber then thought, naturally, Pinchbeck (of Polish descent) 
would be polite to him on the air after devoting so many of his pages to 
bring to attention Strieber’s Gray rape. 

When Dan began to taunt him on his show, Whitley was flabbergasted, "I 
have been attacked on my own show by Daniel Pinchbeck" (sic). 

Pinchbeck wrote an article, "Alien Dreamtime My Fight With Whitley 
Strieber" condemning Strieber in harsh terms and yet he still mentions his 
interview when he enumerates media outlets who let him speak. 

Daniel Pinchbeck's Montreal-Protocol Corruption 

It seems to me what Daniel Pinchbeck really wants is a Dieppe against 
climate change. Succeeding at saving the planet isn’t really in his plan; to 
get grants and sell books so as to meet basic biological needs, all he 
has to succeed at is deploying pressure "what are you going to do about 
it” tactics, in short, fear-mongering. 

“Draconian restrictions”, “based on fears of terrorists”, “may supplant 
democratic freedoms”, "potentially creating an increasingly authoritarian state 
apparatus in which the divide between the haves and have-nots becomes 
ever greater", "surveillance systems, killer drones, biological weapons and 
other insidious things makes an overthrow of developed world governments 
pretty much unthinkable", "populist fury may erupt against our First World", 
"this could lead to the detonation of ‘suitcase nukes’ in major cities", 

"mass panic would force thereby a descent into a martial law", "people 
may be electronically tagged, their every move under the surveillance of 



sophisticated artificial intelligence agents". Here's the kicker: BUT "through 
globally coordinated action if we apply our genius as a species to 
collectively beneficial ends we can forestall this catastrophe". 

Pinchbeck referred to Timothy Leary (whose book he wrote an introduction 
to) as one "pathetic clown act"; it takes one to know one, "on a 
subliminal or subconscious level [Pinchbeck] appears to have made a 
Faustian pact with Mephistophelean entities". 

Start again from the begging 

Pinchbeck wants you to give him money, you knew this was coming right? 
Because he’s censored he reckons “best way to spread the word, at this 
point, is to hire a publicist”, “but”, he notes, “good publicists are not 
cheap”, “the one I plan to work with will cost $25,000 over a number of 
months to build a legitimate PR campaign” (sic). “I have grants to cover 

about half of that sum - but it is not enough” (sic). He wants you to 

send him cheque; or become subscriber of Patreon; in short, Pinchbeck 
wants you to pay him to “save the planet” since you are too lazy. 

My problem here with our friend the Zizek-quoting coin-operated 
Quetzalcoatl-worshipping Pinchbeck is not amish degrowth ambitions; but 
Daniel’s hypocrisy. He flies around in private jets from appearance to 
appearance complaining to people about how air travel is a massive drain 
on the planet’s resources. Sort of a catch-22, you know? Maybe he isn’t 
himself to blame; perhaps our friend Dan is dangerously subject to peer 
pressure from say his friends Sting, Sean Parker, Ellen Page, Russell 

Brand, others; he says “most of the people I know are jetting around the 
planet going to festivals”. Each cross-country flight uses up about 1 metric 
ton of C02 per person; in the US, emissions of C02 equal around 20 
metric tons per person per year; "every time we indulge our addiction for 
exotic travel we are pushing the world as a whole closer to the brink of 
climate apocalypse"; Pinchbeck consistently maintains "people who travel 
excessively [such as Pinchbeck] for personal pleasure or even financial gain 
should experience some public shaming" (hear hear). 



Crusade against Libertarianism 


"if it stings a little, let it sting" (Daniel Pinchbeck) 

In recent days, @DanielPinchbeck posted a tweet (Nov. 29) “The libertarian 
worldview is a form of simplistic Christian Manicheism: Government is 
Satan and free markets are God. This black-and-white ideology is 
dangerously adolescent” (sic) Like our friend Dan says about the so-called 
White Nationalism “alt-right”, “this level of cultural insanity is really 
dangerous". We don’t want Daniel preaching "[we have] acted as the 
center of a global Empire able to circumvent intentional laws and treaties 
when it serves our interests". We don’t need any more collectivist mumbo- 
jumbo, we have enough of it already. 

I found his report on his friend Jordan Peterson worth reading, here's how 
Pinchbeck countered an individualist argument "strengthening the individual is 
a fine idea, but we also have to reckon with the realities of systemic 
injustice and structural inequality”. 

So there are two facets, I claim, of ibogaine collectivism: 

1 - we are dependent on our [deep] interdependence 

2 - we have to reckon with realities of systemic injustice and structural 
inequality 

These twin propositions are backed by a load of malarkey. "[There's jno 
private interest within an organism". "[We are th]e super-organism", 

"humanity, as a whole, constitutes a planetary super-organism", "individual 
humans are akin to cells in a greater Gaian organism", "[we are a] 
coming-into-consciousness of the Gaian mind", at a "cusp of realizing 
ourselves as a planetary super-organism". Remember our friend Pinchbeck 
wants you to make individual sacrifices on behalf of this boogeyman. 

The right answer here belongs to our friend Rand - “people actually lose 
all capacity to think when they appoint themselves as thinkers for others, 
as molders or expressers of public opinion”, “it is a moral obscenity to 



regard wealth as an anonymous, tribal product and to talk about 
redistributing it.” 

So far, I have taken a critical approach, meticulously picking apart his 
argument, but some of this is not unreasonable. 

Intentional redesign of our financial system 

Pinchbeck wants to redesign our financial system to bring "universal 
abundance"; "the current money system actually deforms human nature", 

"[our system] rewards work that uses financial tools to extract money from 
the poor and middle class", “what we use as money is not some natural 
force or omnipotent being, but a magic spell” (sic), “where central banks 
create money out of nothing”; "[we have been] trained like performing 
seals to accept the spiteful conjurer's trick that transmutes any and all 
qualities into quantities into bigger or smaller piles of cash", "this spell is 
maintained by the oracles and high priests of finance from their well- 
guarded temples, the banks and treasuries—where they alchemically 
transmute little bits of paper or blips of data into valuable artifacts, using 
occult symbol, incantation, and numerical abracadabra". What our friends the 
financial sorcerers fear more than anything is a collective loss of faith in 
the abstruse and arcane instruments they use to bind the great human 
mob in invisible chains of debt, servitude, and scarcity (hear hear). 

If we, a small sub-section of the population, withdraw all money from the 
bank on the same day, the banks will break. It will set off an enormous 
uncontrollable chain reaction cascade failure. Stock prices will plummet, 
people will pull out investments as consumer confidence drops and a loss 
advances widespread insecurity. 

The system is now so critically dependent on the well-being of major 
financial institutions (and it shouldn't be of course but this is what all that 
post-Reagan lobbying paid for, as soon as supermanagers started giving 
executives bonuses of tens of millions of dollars, there arose a new 
political upper class that has extracted more and more political power from 
insiders in Washington). Now, as in 2009, as soon as a few of their big 



banks go belly up bankrupt; the entire system crashes, in an irrecoverable 
way. The banks are not your friend. In democracies, change only comes 
from crisis. If no crisis, no change. 

Our friend Pinchbeck believes whoever controls the money system and the 
money supply controls the world. This can't be the case, but whatever. He 
says, "Wall Street and its banksta allies in foreign capitals control the 
movements of capital and the destiny of people and nations", "modern 
debt-based currencies decoupled from any tangible resources is actually a 
recent development that has accelerated a global takeover". 

For Pinchbeck, money is an expression of ideology, "[our current] economic 
system is institutionalized psychopathology". It is unjust, debt-based and 
meant to artificially maintain inequality, "the corporate oligarchy has spent 
decades mastering techniques of getting uninformed and ignorant people to 
act against their own best interests", “the basis of the US financial system 
[is] parasitically [to] drain the poor to feed the financial class” (hear hear). 
While this happens, "we will be told—over and over again—that this culture 
is still the greatest thing ever, that the evil others are to blame, and that 
it is all being done for our own good" (sic). 

My Encounter with Pinchbeck 

I met our friend the New Yorker when Danny came to Montreal for the 
first time; this was an interesting encounter. Lehoux came and attended 
with Jew Filler. 

Pinchbeck and I, next to the mountain, had a[ ]deep discussion covering 
J. Gebser and J. Diamond. According to Daniel, I was “situated between 
him and Machine Elf” a person Pinchbeck mentions in his DPT book; a 
raver from the Big Apple, who I have never met; so we can conclude 
from this he doesn't agree with D. Davidson. Nevertheless, influenced by 
the precarious discipline, “transpersonal psychology”; Pinchbeck posited in 
Cortes’s attack on Meso-America a manifestation of “integral 
consciousness”; popularized by Wilbur, Gebser, Behnke and, of course, 
Lehoux. 



We have Daniel Pinchbeck saying these Conquistadors (Cortes) manifested 
something in direct resonance with Dr. Hawkins’ power vs force. On 
Pinchbeck's exegesis integral consciousness undermined “mental-rational” 
consciousness; this special ‘magic’ allowing for a incredibly small force to 
slay a great one [author’s note: this account is mentioned multiple times in 
Guns, Germs and Steel note the role that it plays upon iteration as a 
quasi-engine driving the narrative]. 

But as an analogy, rather than our friends in Mesoamerica let's go back 
to the ancient Greeks [author's note: as ‘Jason’ himself loves to do]. How 
many Greeks fell in combat at Marathon? How many Persians died? How 
did the Greeks massacre 12 thousand Persians (est.) while our friends lost 
less than 200 men? The Greek victories were not philosophically just a 
result of superior military tactics like when the Muslims, our side, killed 
90,000 Romans by herding them off a cliff. 

If they did not win, how much of our tradition would subsequently be lost? 
Might the entire signature of our tradition, recursively enacted again and 
again, be a Persian one? One thing we are sure about is there wouldn’t 
be any marathons, and consequentially, our friends the Ethiopians [author’s 
note: sorry Duce] would have to find some other sport to excel at. 

Pinchbeck's visit to our Montreal ‘communaute psychedelique’ [author’s 
note: the only people living in that city who matter] was a dozen people 
sitting in a pow-pow circle right next to Mt. Royal. The fee was $15 but 
at the end I decided not to pay (though I should say I did consume a 
significant amount of vegan ice cream and with the organic chips, “dip" at 
no cost to myself, and I don’t like gratuit so I bought Pinchbeck's DPT 
book). 

D. Pinchbeck is nobody's messiah; "I am no paragon of virtue and can, at 
times, be an asshole"; "suddenly famous, I found I had a [great many] 
more sexual opportunities than when I was young, poor and unknown"; "[a 
deep] well of erotic [disappointment and] dissatisfaction, even bitterness, had 
accumulated over the years"; "given the opportunity, I wanted to make up 



for lost time"; “took advantage of these openings”; “some times, I acted in 
ways that were thoughtless and self-serving, that I now regret". He reports, 
"I didn’t realize my sexual quest had become a nasty compulsion" (sic); 

"[I] honestly believed I was promoting ‘free love’ in a positive way"; "part 
of my problem was that I still saw myself as a wounded, sensitive 
person" (sic) - this is a drastic change from his earlier work which he 

published soon after I met him "I don’t find it beautiful to have a 

nonsexual relationship with a woman I desire, who has said she loves me. 
I find it constraining and ugly" (2012); he says about himself "I admit I 
am one of the billions of alienated" "resentful due to long periods of erotic 

frustration". His failure, he claims, lies on not being able to separate 

shadows, "[I] couldn’t separate my own shadow from the collective 
shadow", probably because he’s an ibogaine collectivist - "she said[,] I had 
never loved her, was just using her, and had totally fucked her over" 
(2012) (hear hear). Pinchbeck says "I wasn’t ready, at that point in my 
life, to be anyone’s role model"; why thinks he that it’s now? 

Pinchbeck in a checklist 

- [ ] engineer a society which does not produce dangerous waste 

- [ ] conserve our dwindling fossil fuel reserves 

- [ ] reduce C02 pollution 

- [ ] eliminate all unnecessary forms of industrial manufacturing 

- [ ] extract as little of the remaining hydrocarbon reserves as possible 

- [ ] redesign factories so that the by-products of manufacturing are no 
longer toxic but feed back positively into the ecosystems 

- [ ] eliminate wasteful industries 

- [ ] shift our agriculture system away from industrial farming 

- [ ] transition our economic paradigm to promote a steady-state system 

- [ ] transition to regenerative, organic and no-till agriculture 

- [ ] put a great deal of excess C02 back in the soil 

- [ ] set a global moratorium on meat eating, excess consumption and 
exotic vacations 

- [ ] taper off the rising population 

- [ ] accept serious limitations on wealth, consumption and travel 



- [ ] find joy in surrendering limited forms of self-interest for planetary 
communion 

- [ ] stop overuse of natural resources 

- [ ] get to carbon neutral or negative 

- [ ] introduce a carbon tax 

- [ ] introduce cap-and-trade agreements 

- [ ] put a price tag on ecosystems services charging industries for their 
consumption of natural resources 

- [ ] give everyone a basic income 

- [ ] transition to a degrowth post-capitalist model by abolishing private 
property 

- [ ] reject the idea of geo-engineering 

- [ ] cut down on air travel 

- [ ] give up your car 

- [ ] stop taking unnecessary business trips and vacations 

- [ ] share a vehicle with others 

- [ ] establish a worldwide industrial system that enhances biodiversity and 
resilience 

- [ ] reduce your consumption of meat to a minimum 

- [ ] become a vegetarian or a vegan 

- [ ] conserve, reuse, recycle, compost 

- [ ] incentivize conservation 

- [ ] buy less stuff particularly new stuff 

- [ ] undertake a systemic transition towards renewable power distributed 
through a globally decentralized grid 

- [ ] paint all urban rooftops white to mimic the albedo effect 

- [ ] legitimize the study and use of psychedelic chemicals and visionary 

plants 

- [ ] rapidly distribute regenerative technologies, biochar gasifiers and 
biodigestors that convert organic waste into fuel while sequestering C02 

- [ ] rebuild coastal cities as inland ‘eco-cities’ designed to be models of 

self-sufficiency 

- [ ] evolve corporations into self-governing systems 

- [ ] minimize waste and internalize externalities 

- [ ] focus on creating local utopias rather than travelling long distances 
for exotic experiences 



- [ ] encourage investment in renewable energy 

- [ ] break up the nuclear family 

- [ ] dissolve the concept of ownership entirely 

- [ ] abandon the distinction between public and private sectors 

- [ ] take control of genetic research out of the hands of publicly traded 

corporations 

- [ ] decommercialize Facebook and Google 

- [ ] reshape financial systems to move in a new direction 

- [ ] reduce significantly the share of global wealth controlled by the tiny 
class of the financial elite 

- [ ] peacefully dissolve nation-state borders 

- [ ] reforest the planet 

- [ ] realize love and solidarity - universal, unconditional - as the basis 

for healing our world 

- [ ] design and launch new instruments for sharing and creating 

- [ ] implement participatory liquid democracy 

- [ ] relocate and resettle large refugee populations in self-sufficient 
communities where they produce their own food and energy 

- [ ] resettle urbanites in rural areas 

- [ ] make a peaceful transition to a propertyless society 

- [ ] shift people away from dependence on distant authorities towards 
local autonomy and resilience 

- [ ] scale sustainable technologies rapidly 

- [ ] eliminate the majority of plastics 

- [ ] a shift from a fragile monoculture based on one form of money to 
a diversified offering of many currency tools 



David Icke’s Concordat [to the dark side of the Moon] 


"Nothing in our hacked reality is original except the expanded awareness 
of those who can see through the program" 

“The Empire never ended” (P.K. Dick) 

0. Introduction 

1. Icke claims he himself originates from another planet 

2. Questioning the credibility of Icke's sources 

3. Ramifications of accusatory blaming 

4. Justification of neutrality of information 

5. Losses in court 

6. I disagree with David 

7. Icke's beef with A. Crowley 

8. Icke's refutation of Z. Sitchin 

9. Is Icke a man of substance? 

10. Cutting off the auric-fields 

11. The wing is the 

12. 1-Queen: Icke's philosophy shouldn't be called Modified-Hegelianism like 
he purports 

13. After entire 

David Icke's an exceptional thinker. He's the new Age David of David and 
Goliath. David Icke, from Great Britain, claims certain planets in our solar 
system, notably, Saturn, as well as moons (most notably, lapetus {1}{2}{3}) 
are click click click enter virtual hacks coded in ex post facto from 
“another dimension”. 

Icke believes bloodlines of aristocracy and royalty trace back, in the end, 
to ancient civilizations, which he claims originate offworld. European Royal 
bloodlines (such as Merovingian France) actually originate from the ancient 
world. Seeking to secure their lineages throughout history, the form of 
power has always been the same; divide and rule while keeping everything 
valuable to oneself. 



Icke isn't wrong about such ancestral origins. If we asked Cara J. 
Delevingne, may Allah be pleased with her, if she's a direct descendant of 
the Chaos (greek demon), she would say yes, likewise, she's a descendant 
of Rhea. More specifically, a descendent of Alexander the Great, Cleopatra, 
Nebuchanezzar, et cetera. Where Dave diverges from the actual account 
(supposed) is he really does believe the "divine right to rule" bestowed 
upon kingship comes originally from Enki, Anu and the primordial others 
which are not of the Earth and Icke personally believes they are hand¬ 
harvesting (or wing-reflecting) the visual energies of his readers to this very 
day. Icke's genealogy (Taft family) is he believes of importance, his true 
genealogy, too, he believes, is not of this Earth. 

David Icke: “if I am saying these things are going to happen this year 
then we’ll see won’t we” 

Terry Wogan: “and what will happen if they don’t happen what will 
happen to you?” 

David Icke: “they will happen because if they don’t happen there will be 

no Earth” 

1. Icke claims that he himself originates from another planet 

This is an indisputable point. You can't argue he didn't say this because 
he did say it. His homeplanet is culled Oerael (pronounced Oreal like our 
friend Bettencourt’s make up); "I am one of them” he says, “and so are 
Linda and my children. We came from a planet called Oerael in another 
solar system, and arrived at the start of Atlantis" (Truth Vibrations). 

Icke has been deliberately vague about his scenario of how the states 
took over; but what is clear is that overt control was replaced (by covert 
control); “there are [Babylonian] Brotherhood agents working within all the 
political and economic groups"; "all these groups interlock if you dig deep 
enough"; "the reptilians [...] control apparently unconnected people and 
organisations"; "the interconnecting web is incredible". 


2. I question the credibility of Icke's sources 



'this psychic lady said that’ 


For Icke, the two books indicate where the agenda is heading, our friend 
Eric Blair’s "1984" and Huxley’s Brave New World. Yet, Icke claims the 
psychedelic revolutionary Aldous Huxley, whose fiction he recommends, was 
intimately involved in the very same brainwashing (Tavistock mind control) 
which he himself condemns through and through (the Fabian society). 

David Icke quotes his source O'Brien, Project Monarch "sex slave", who 
claims the PM of Canada Brian Mulroney is a paedophile child rapist. 
Cathy O'Brien furthermore claims that Kris Kristofferson and Michael Aquino 
tortured her by electroshock, with the permission of her handler Senator 
Robert Byrd. She also claims Kelly, her daughter, was regularly abused 
and raped by George Bush, the former President. Icke’s “secret source” 
claims that Prime Minister was a rapist; at the same time, she claims 
behind the Monarch was her Minder Mengele. 

3. Ramifications of accusatory blaming 

Mulroney, H. Kissinger, Mountbatten, Cheney, Icke claims them, including, 
no especially, former Canadian Prime Minister Brian Mulroney, are ritual 
rapists (they are, according to Icke, most probably also paedophile, he 
says explicitly that the great Mountbatten was a paedophile, see below). 

So, as I keep it, the circuit here looks something like this (accusatory 
blaming --> legitimacy of sources --> justification of the neutrality of 
information —> losses in court). 

4. Justification of neutrality of information 

David Icke justifies quoting such crackpot lunatic nonsense about our 
conservative Canadian politicians like Mulroney (the father, the ex-PM, not 
Caroline) by merely saying that "he goes where the information takes him" 
if you press him, Icke blabbers likewise he's just putting information out 
there; that information is neutral; what matters is how that information is 



used; furthermore, the reader, namely you, can make use of his "reports" 
however one wants. 

5. Losses in court 

However, as we have seen, such justification is not good enough for the 
Canadian courts (which are utterly corrupt). Note his loss in court to 
Canada’s Dick Warman; Dick charges D. Icke’s defamed him [author’s 
note: let this be a lesson to Jason Cowley and those other victims of 
Icke’s defacement that they too will likely defeat the great Icke in court]. 

In my opinion, Icke should have won his Canadian case (the judge should 
have watched John R.’s documentary covering whether when Icke says 
reptiles he really means the Jews, and came to the conclusion Icke 
himself was provoked, I mean, the cohorts of Warman, who D. Warman is 
on the record hanging out with, violently assaulted Icke when he visited 
Vancouver). If someone assaults you in public (I’m not saying Warman did, 
but his friends did), you should have the right to condemn those people 
in print. The Canadian courts do not agree. 

David Icke hates Canada. He hates the scan coming from Canada. Icke 
believes out of all the enemies of free speech on Earth, Canada is the 
greatest. 

Icke’s account of history as repetition (deemed “hate speech” by Canadian 
courts) may not pass bar for judges of ridiculously corrupt mind [author’s 
note: not only fringies like Icke claim Canada’s courts are corrupt, straight- 
shooters such as V. Petkov himself claim a conspiracy in Canada’s law 
system, see Vesselin’s account of how he was academic mobbed by 
inferiors of a sadistic department, which he predetermined], but 
nevertheless, the truth hurts, our friend Icke does happen to be correct. 

6. I disagree with David 

Everybody knows I'm myself not David Icke would it surprise you that 
David Icke also believes he's not Icke. To the extent that both me and 



the Icke agree to the sentence that "I am not David Icke" we’re 
fundamentally agreed; but no, in all seriousness, Icke and I are both in 
fundamental disagreement. Icke's view of Islam is not correct. 

Allah SWT is not a moon God; is not the case that "Muhammed [author's 
note: Rasul Allah, salla Allahu ‘alayhi wa-sallam] was a brotherhood 
stooge"!! For Icke, "all the major religions tell the same tale but using 
[different names" (see The Biggest Secret), this is not true (or as Icke 
would say "rubbish", "absolute friggin' nonsense"). 

Icke's Human Race Get Off Your Knees is a direct attack on our religion: 
the religion of Islam. This religion is nothing like what David Icke purports. 
Islam is not really even a religion; it is a way of life founded on belief in 
Allah SWT. The brotherhood’s own frontman that stooge Icke (father of 
Gareth Icke, father of Jamie) mocks us who kneel. He doesn't understand 
that we kneel yes, but we do not kneel to humanity. 

We do not worship humans, or anything human. As Muslims, our loyalty 
belongs to something truly “not of this world” (not just-not of this planet). 
Islam is not an ingredient in the blender. Islam is the blender. The people 
who want to make Islam compatible with the West will fail. Islam is the 
blender. Remember that. 

As Muslims we do not worship any ‘thing’. We belong in our entirety to 
Allah SWT. Allah owns 100% of every one of us. There’s no splitting it 
up to say Allah has 99% and some other worldly stuff (dunya) has 1%. 

In Islam, Allah SWT owns 100% of all of us. Those who don’t belong to 
Islam, Allah also owns 100% of those fools. 

Our friend Icke says his soul belongs to "Infinite Consciousness", which I 
don’t actually know anything about; I can’t judge Icke’s own religion, I 
cannot conceive of what infinite consciousness would be. How does its 
wave function collapse if it is infinite? For me, consciousness is defined by 
its finitude (quantum boundaries where a free particle bumping would just 
turn around - quantum objects are wonky and do very much work that 
way). 



Infinite consciousness is like a curious triangle which speaks freely for its 
own purportedly autonomous ideal; i.e. not referring. Consciousness doesn’t 
map “infinite”; what infinite supposedly refers to; consciousness ignores 
altogether. It just doesn’t pay it attention; it moves in terms of short-term 
gain; a greedy algorithm, so to speak. 

Icke could learn a lot from the religion of Islam. In the original language 
of Islamo-Arabic, there's a word for "the reptilians" or Icke’s “Lord Archon” 
and it isn't Jinn. Muhammed is himself quite clear on this. May Allah be 
pleased with him. Icke reports that to his mind both Jinn and the 
Reptilians are 'the same' (under "different" names, this is a common Icke 
tactic). The Arabic, as spoken by our brothers the Sahabah distinguish the 
two. And you should stay away from both. Don't go there. There exists 
knowledge which does not bring benefit. Yes, move on. 

7. Icke's beef with A. Crowley 

In the Biggest Secret: The Book That Will Change The World, our friend 
Icke believes the religion of Thelema (Magicke) emerged from a psychic 
channel which was really or in fact a reptilian information stream; "[the] 
communicator told Crowley to be at a desk in his hotel room between 
noon and one o'clock on three specific days. He agreed and in these 
periods he wrote, via automatic writing, a document called the Book Of 
The Law"; "the reptilians were on the line again". To Icke, "this is the 
force that controls the consciousness of those which have controlled the 
Babylonian Brotherhood since ancient times", these [same Reptilians have 
been, he claims, occupying the bodies of all the main players in the 
conspiracy “going back to ancient times" [author’s note: at least back to 
our friends the Elamites], "the same force which communicated to the 
ancients, to Crowley, and to anyone else on that vibration who would help 
to stimulate the conflict of human [m]iser[y] on which 
these[ ]reptiles[ ]feed". 


Aiwass, Crowley's own speaker, spoke to an ancient wizard long ago 
before his dissemination through that Mason of 33rd degree, “Aleister” Alex 



Crowley, posterboy of 20 th century occultism, who once asked Leon Trotsky 
to put him in charge of a mission to eradicate Christianity worldwide. 
MacGregor Crowley regarded the Aiwass as a guardian angel (more 
specifically, “Holy Guardian Angel”). This Aiwass communicated with that 
priest of the princes, steal; not Babylonian at all, he was Egyptian! Ankh- 
ef-en-Khonsu i (Book of the Law: The self-slain Ankh-af-na-khonsu). About 
his Lord, Crowley said “[the only] point undetermined is whether He is a 
discarnate Being, or a human being, presumably Assyrian, of that name. 
And that I simply do not know, and cannot reasonably surmise, because I 
do not know the limits of the powers”. He said, “[that subconscious logos 
voice of Aiwass] came apparently from over my left shoulder, from the 
furthest corner of the room. It seemed to echo itself in my physical heart 
in a very strange manner, hard to describe. The voice was of deep 
timbre, musical and expressive, its tones solemn, voluptuous, tender, fierce 
or aught else as suited the moods of the message. Not bass—perhaps a 
rich tenor or baritone. The English was free of either native or foreign 
accent, perfectly pure of local or caste mannerisms, thus startling and even 
uncanny at first hearing. I had a strong impression that the speaker was 
actually in the corner where he seemed to be, in a body of “fine 
matter,” transparent as a veil of gauze, or a cloud of incense-smoke. He 
seemed to be a tall, dark man in his thirties, well-knit, active and strong, 
with the face of a savage king, and eyes veiled lest their gaze should 
destroy what they saw. The dress was not Arab; it suggested Assyria or 
Persia, but very vaguely” (sic). I would add to what Crowley said that the 

Aiwass knows things I don’t know how any human could know. Those 

who fancy naturalizing epistemology should look closely into what I was 
saying there. 

I'm not sure he is Reptilian Archon but one thing is for certain that that 
floater Aiwass is going to burn. “I flap my wings in the face of 
Mohammed & blind him”. May Allah protect his prophet. May Allah protect 

all of us who serve him. May Allah protect only those who serve him. 

If Crowley were alive today, he also could himself sue that guy Icke for 
several million dollars in a defamation suit. Icke claims our friend Crowley 
(alias Perdurabo) ritually murdered thousands of children. Those who know 



Crowley know that just can’t be true. There’s vast consensus among 
experts. Aleister Ataturk or his descendants, or if not Aleister himself, 
whoever is Crowley’s rightful heir, could defeat Icke at “the game of the 
law” (sick). 

8. Icke’s refutation of Z. Sitchin 

Icke’s predecessor the great Sitchin himself told Icke personally there was 
no evidence serpents slithering in the ancient historical record; "[Z. Sitchin] 
personally told me there was no evidence of a serpent race"; however, to 
Icke, and we should be perfectly clear on this, what is important is not 
whether such serpents exist, he himself believes if our brazen serpents did 
not exist, then we ourselves would have to create them (no joke; this is 
not a play on words, no deus ex machina here). 

Still, Icke is sure he has "absolutely no doubt that the Anunnaki and the 
Watchers are the same reptilian race"; "these serpents with the shining 
eyes” (see the civilizations of Shinar and late Elam, sorry). Icke not only 
says these original rulers are serpent-’like’, he says he can himself directly 
feel that reptile stream, again, "I feel the Anunnaki are a race from a 
reptile genetic stream" (sic). For Icke, such [nachash] serpents (may Allah 
protect us genetically) operate "a pincer movement on the human race" 
[author’s note: das Lesen], 

Icke says his Annunaki, the ones whose overt control was replaced 
covertly, come from both above and below as well as from within, he 
says, "there are three suggested origins for the Anunnaki-reptilian 
intervention in human affairs: [1] They are extraterrestrials ; [ 2] They are 
inner terrestrials who live within the Earth; -[3]- They manipulate humanity 
from another dimension by possessing human bodies. I think they are all 
true". Never did, I bet, he ever once think none was. 

Icke believes “the human race has been hoodwinked" but the truth is 
more like’, our friend Icke himself is the hoodwinkee! First he was 
bamboozled by Attaro then hijacked by our friend Rakorczy (see Truth 
Vibrations); he then consulted cheap psychics [4]; who, he claims, 



channelled “Socrates” who predicted rightly Icke would write many books 
during a short span of in-time; he then fell his “turquoise stage” when he 
wore nothing but turquoise (some bogus news report which later 
turned out to be '[discredited' said "turquoise was the color of the 
universe"), around then he radicalized from the turquoise vibration; and 
converted to dark green. 

After reading Jason Bishop [III], Brian Desborough, Rhodes and Gould, the 
dialectic sickened Icke further and further or so we suppose since he 
started doing crazy stupid things in public which he would later vehemently 
regret like becoming the national spokesperson of Britain’s the Green Party 
(post-getting canned by BBC); it was at that time, we suppose, specifically 
when he went dark while a green agent, he locked into the green vibes 
called reptilian. 

9. Is Icke a man of substance? 

"We must ensure that our children know the truth about who we are, 
what we’ve done" (Dick and Liz Cheney, Exceptional, 2015) 

The few are now manipulating the many, says Icke. They manipulate the 
entire planet; through the globa[liz]ation; Icke claims only 3,000 and 5,000 
families control the world economy as a whole; but don't let that fool you, 
the number of people at that core of control is, he says, far, far fewer; a 
relative handful. 

For Icke, the black widow spider at the center of the web was Victor. 

Who are powers behind the veil of recent history? Icke answers Vic and 
Rhodes. However unfar that may actually be from reality Icke’s approach 
to history will never be taught to children at those slave institutions the 
schools, “you don't read what really happened in the official history books"; 
"you read what the Brotherhood wants you to read";" [This is] the crap 
that is taught to our children in schools and universities under the heading 
of education";"[ This is] the education that American families spend their 
lives scrimping and saving for. They are scrimping and saving to pay for 
their children to be indoctrinated [by the Brotherhood], that's the [real] 



reality". The problem is worse than Icke fears. It is a far graver problem 
than the paedophile prince Andrew (“Mountbatten”) having sex with 
underage sex slaves (see Virginia Roberts Giufre/Epstein scandal when we 
found out the Queen’s own Andrew was a customer of J. Epstein) 

[author’s note: August 2017 was when I quit Icke, everything said applies 
only to what he published before late August 2017. I bet he’s having a 
field day when it was disclosed Epstein offed himself]. Eugenie knows, I’m 
sure, her father fucks underage whores. How does she feel about this? 

I had the opportunity to read Kendrick’s "Scrappy Little Nobody”, which I 
found briefly entertaining though ultimately little but prolific tagging without 
underlying substance. D. Icke’s attack certainly is "prolific tagging with 
substance"; there’s substance here; those who listen know Icke as a man 
of substance surely. 

A long time ago I saw him speaking (UQAm [a Montreal University], 2002) 
Icke gives me a flyer advertising where for a considerable amount of coin 
we could do Ayahuasca together in an Amazon jungle. Truly, only a man 
of substance would allow random people to interact with him and imprint 
him on his very first drug experience. To this day, I regret not dropping 
out of school and going. Icke could have given me a real education. 

Still, I question whether his substance actually is his own; not some 

ayahuasca serpent with a shining eye (or branch) hissing right through 
him. His stated positions on ayahuasca (that it’s all about love) 

notwithstanding, I think, for myself, he’s a servant of many interests; It 
Icke who started his “Biggest Secret” with a quote of[ ]Reich (and the 
fact that he’s not ashamed of it is remarkable). Worse, he irresponsibly 

dedicated a book to a so-called philosophe whom he personally labels a 
servant of the Brotherhood! [@uthor’s note: Dion enslaved Plato long ago, 
until he was rescued by his friends]. 

10. Cutting off the Auric-Fields 

Icke’s family (Taft-Rowbotham bloodline) treats auric field as Body-Mind but 
he makes sure to distinguish it and its energetic expression. Arguing for a 



mercurial, loose distinction between body-mind/energetics, it seems to me 
and I may be wrong here, and I’m no expert at actually pointing out 
what traditional philosophical concepts actually underlie his ontology but he 
really wants a distinction between quantity and quality (in new age dictum). 

David Icke’s new dualism is not mind-body dualism (like that fool R. D.) 
for Dave draws "the clear distinction between what I call Body-Mind (the 
biological computer) and its energetic expression” (sic). My question to Icke 
rests on whether he understands his energetic expression quantitatively. But 
Icke’s focus is not really metaphysics, but growing reptilian resistance; for 
Icke, the force manipulating human society has a tangible goal; 
disconnection of the reflecting Auric Fields. Such a monumental perception 
deception crashing memory, consciousness and all can only be overriden 
by, in Icke’s view, “awakening” from the auric-field into[ ]a greater 
consciousness. 

In my elevated or post-elevated opinion, transcending the auric-field into a 
greater consciousness is nowhere near as epistemically lucrative as the son 
of this Beric child purports. In my personal opinion, genetically speaking, 
Dave’s auric field is contained and collapsed not by Papa Beric (nor his 
Papa Beric), nor by that “greater consciousness” (sic), but by a specific 
interbreeding bloodlines where the Taft family intersects Icke’s paternal 
lineage (specifically Lucy Icke, nee Lucy Taft) [author’s note: nobody does 
this research and I don’t know why], 

11. The wing is most akin 

Throughout history the strategy is the same; divide and rule, keep the 
people at ignorance, fear and war (against themselves), so as to 
implement personally Problem-Reaction-Solution! Create yourself the problem; 
encourage the reaction something must be done to solve that; and then 
yourself offer the solution! 

Icke defines his archontic-semiotic control agents as ‘information constructs’; 
"they are information constructs" says Icke; that Archontic force and its 



representatives (who exist in a higher dimensional realm, not on the plane 
of immanence), he claims, are seeking to redictate what humanity manifests 
as life. They do that by programming its perception of reality; after the 
phase convergence; they then attach to humans in particular - both the 
personally-implanted reptilian-archons and hybrids - vi@ "the electromagnetic 
auric field". 

Archontics have structured human society, says Icke, to be a mirror of 
their own hierarchical organization [author’s note: as above, so below]. As 
“[our r]eality mirrors the Archon reality”, the closer “they” are becoming in 
terms of this parallel synchronization. For Icke, those Archons overcome the 
frequency disparity by the possession of human minds; or, in post-humean 
Ickean terms, “body-computers” (synthetic organics) operating within the 
restricted frequency band of visible light. 

Icke gives us endowment as ‘heirs’ “of a parasite society at all levels”, 
"governments and banks parasitizing off humanity collectively"; "people 
parasitizing off each other"; "parasites feeding internally off the human 
body"; according to Dave "parasites are everywhere" he said "the worl[d is] 
very, very sick"; "[bec]ause we have allowed a parasitic cancer" to steal 
and feed off our life-force" (sic) [author’s note: 'da' cesspit, in David’s own 
terminology "lower fourth dimension" or “lower astral”]. David Icke claims 
AD is setup to specifically so that "[t]hey don't escape the [family] flytrap”; 
“[we] are their power source” (sic); they run merrily in circles and rely on 
us as source of creative imagination (what Icke refers here to as 
intentionality); Icke says, archons don't want to lose any of us; they, like 
the demon-haunted (mediated) professors, go through elaborate daily rituals 
so as to not lose control of their intended victims which "they [then] 
target”, “whom they fear with a vengeance". 

Icke claims that direct intermediation of the academic class is ongoing; the 
primary method of control, Icke himself calls, of course, reptilian. The 
curious probe droids, Icke’s own worms, infiltrate by not only harvesting 
those privileged moments a worker signing a contract in front of a higher- 
up or, for this sake, ejaculating when you know you’ll produce a child. 

Icke believes these same reptilians seek to implant identities in these 



privileged events then they detach half the mirroring auric field, so as to 
dual-out and perform higher-dimensional possession of the present mind. 

Interbred reptilian-hybrids as intermediaries for reptilian “flyers/shooters” who 
do a little in out in out; it is these who Icke believes emerge during 
emergencies, or emergency-like situations and stickhandle their intended 
targets. They manipulate the weak-minded through the Ego so they can be 
emotionally manipulated to then engage in fear behavior (ahem ahem) in 
collective gatherings; then by arranging their slightly more democratically 
ordered proxies who feed these same archons through private ritually 
ceremonial gesticulation (my friend Carmelo Patino would continually try to 
convince me Dr. Hawkins was a reptilian because he was knighted by a 
reptilian secret society, Knights of St. John of Jerusalem, Carme was 
probably right, the re-roping extends right to the peak, Chloe’s own Order 
of the Garter includes Margrethe II, may Allah disassociate her from us); 
they then clandestinely manipulate states, lawyers and other corporate 
layers. For they belong to a hive-group mind serially bouncing back and 
forth, which explains why they interbreed, to keep the bouncing inside the 
local neighborhood subgraph of the periodic digraph; but to cradle the 
reader, never fear, all things leak. 

Our subsidiaries, those reptilian-archon hybrids, while hybridizing off one 
another to maintain a low-entropic genetic signature (the nuclear reactor 
family flytrap;)...."[Archons have] structured human society to be a gigantic 
power station for this energy by possessing and mind-parasitizing their 
targets", in common with “the primary] parasitic agenda" the visual 
detachment of auric-fields. "Most of humanity is living a false self-identity 
that is nothing more than a programmed construct akin to a computer 
responding to [a] downloaded software while believing it to be real" (a 
Logos Matrix Control). 

The Babylonian Brotherhood, Icke’s main institution of collective ordered- 
deception, manipulates human societies infiltrated and directed by hidden 
archontic agents; these reptilian-interdimensional agents are under control of 
this higher-dimensional four-dimensional man-i-pull-ating and fulfill a 



transtemporal “timeless”/”discontinuous” agenda involving human control and 
exploitation through use of this parasitism. 

The society Icke labels "the [p]a[r]asite society of the Archon [p]a[r]asites" 
or the “[Empirical] Archontic Control System". David Icke employs the Lord 
Archon along with his supposed Shadow followers haunting many cultures 
across the globe by saying such [same reptilians] also fit with [[a]gnostic] 
archontic methods of operation; namely "[they] are vehicles or expressions 
in holographic form”; - "[loo]k at the Archon-possessed people that run the 
global political and banking system"; "the Archons are using their hybrids 
to impose a global structure based on a world government, world central 
bank, world currency and world army. This global dictatorship would control 
the next layer up of collective superstate unions and the current nation 
states would be broken up into powerless regions to negate any unified 
response to this global control structure" [author’s note: gem-on-icon click 
click], 

I myself diverge from Icke, as I synthesize our aristocratic bloodlines, 

which he says look human but really aren't, as actually human, I am one, 

so is Eugenie, so is Cara, so is Catharina-Amalia - yet I don’t believe 

that moving through a narrative collectively so as to maintain control by 
quantum remote control (or esoteric coercion, via a [baffling] back-and-forth 
interdimensional pincer coercion) is actually, to me, a much lower 
differential-signature-quality than say what justice was for the Greeks, or for 
that matter the modern view that justice is nothing but gluesticks and 
bubbles. On the contrary, I believe this is a higher-dimensional calling. It’s 
a higher calling. The future not only is accessible to us, we or at least 
our space, that plastic stuff around us anyone could theoretically manipulate 
near an electromagnetic port, is accessible to the future. To spell a long 
story immediately short; -Huawei- half a millennium from now will be able 
to manipulate what’s happening around us in the so-called present and 
there’s nothing we can do about it. In spacetime terms, it’s all happening 

at once. 

Back to Background - so, I claim, the essential feature of Icke’s thesis: 
the Royals/Babylonian-Agents (namely us, surprise surprise) are breeding 



hybrid-blodlines specifically to facilitate what Icke calls “interdimensional 
pincer coercion”, or what in the slave faculty of the demon’s thank-you- 
academia they refer to as “fiber tubulation”, or what McKenna (Terence) 
called ‘insectoid exo-anthropology’. Indeed, in my personal opinion, Icke 
could be considered not just our main spokesperson of the discipline of 
insectoid xenobiotic "anthropology" but its champion. 

Not disputed is Icke's accusations of our friends the Windsor and 
“Mountbatten” families as being themselves genetic vampires fulfilling a 
higher-dimensional exploitative agenda of which they are, for the most part, 
unaware. Mountbatten royalty such as “Eugenie Mountbatten” (E. Victoria 
Helena), the Princess Highness "Vampire energy at all large gatherings of 
people" (sick); human-Archon hybrids [her father Andrew, Prince Edward, 
the heir apparent, etc.] are designed to be carriers or what we call here 
“vehicles” for [this] genetic Archon-Reptilian possession. Disputed is that 
such families are actually alien intelligences occupying their human bodies 
which ain’t my own claim, it is quite likely they are not extraterrestrials 
but actually terrestrials who have sold themselves out [author’s note: and 
because the Queen herself knows when and when not to sell herself to 
those extractive entities floating around her is why she’s in the position 
she’s in]. 

The Demiurge has now framed the cat souls 

The global conspiracy is, for Icke, from Britain, actually founded by the 
programming of the brain. This great programming seeks to decode reality 
in a desperately limited way; which is to say, subsequently limiting off, 
closing down, awareness "and so the stadium in which life and the 
conspiracy are playing out within a few cubic centimetres of the brain 
where lies the visual decoding processes"; Icke’s empirically right; “people 
must stop being programmed by sense perception with all inherent sensory 
limitations". Think about how much time has been wasted by the objects 
around you. For Icke, the senses have been already co-opted by a 
"reptilian information feed" from which planet? Saturn. Nevertheless - Icke’s 
“Saturn-Moon Matrix" (his term, not mine) broadcasts such false 
consciousness as “a mirror of nature" so as to lock down the circuit he 



himself has properly labelled “energetic-information hamster wheel" (of the 
lower fourth dimension). 

What should we avoid? The light; Icke believes light is prison; a sensory 
prison; that's what he says the light is. Icke says that conception "[light 
ray] is in my view the perception prison - the Matrix Hack" (sic); 
moreover, that light is good, dark is bad is responsible for mass 
disconnection of auric-fields. Icke, like our friend Nietzsche before him, 
inverts that hierarchy, Icke believes we are not beings of light - but 
"dazzling darkness" itself. 

In the beginning, God created the neutrino (then light) 

This shapeshifting is not, Icke says, a physical body changing into another 
physical body; there's no physical. When I try to paraphrase what Icke’s 
saying in my own terms I think he’s saying that the pieces on the chess 
board control the chessmaster as much as chessmaster controls the piece. 
“Archontic-human hybrids who unconsciously function through” - “what I call 
the language of symbols" (sic); it is crucially dependent to the checkmate 
of Icke’s Demiurge control that they continue to self-identify with agnostic 
back and forth programs, as long as they identify with them and not the 
true self, the vice grip will hold. 

Human society, is again, he says, surprise surprise, specifically manipulated 
to achieve precisely that stance [author’s note: that David Icke’s a nutter, 
see the night we got her Beric Dondarrion’d]. 

For Icke, energy flows where attention goes; [author's note: that's a great 
thesis but our friend Icke must be extended; energy also flows where no 
attention goes]. Icke says what you focus upon you connect to 
energetically; want to create new moon or upload that new patch to a gas 
giant? Okay, click, click, enter. Can't be done? Click, click - enter. 

Icke’s many archons “cannot create anything anymore” (click click enter, 
our Ganymede); each and every one of them are inept and lack creative 
will (click click enter, our Neptune). The late gnostics describe this 



Demiurge as demented (completely mental; click click enter Uranus); Icke 
thinks likewise, concluding a Demiurge and its Archons (click click click 
enter Charon) are both degraded copies, simulacra, of this original syncretic 
distortion (click click click enter, Shakespeare). 

"the process of manifesting holographic reality can be hacked [....] there 
you have the major reason why the world is what it is" 

12. 1-Queen: Why Icke's philosophy shouldn't be called Modified-Hegelianism 
like he claims 

Saturn is a gas giant. For Icke, not only is Saturn that; it is, in turn, an 
inter-frequency gateway. Icke claims an open channel from Saturn is 
projected so “Hack information” (his term, not mine) can be re-projected. 

Icke’s convinced Archons chose that planet Saturn because of its rings; 
which he still to this day believes wholeheartedly are put there from 
elsewhere, coded-in to bamboozle us [author’s note: why stop at Saturn? 
That Icke’s a Moroni; come on]. 

Icke believes our Moon, the Earth’s Moon, that is, was programmed in 
afterwards as an “after-edit”; that it was originally in some other place 
then was brought here from afar and inserted directly to cause lunacy. To 
Icke, the moon is not real. It wasn’t humans who built the moon and he 
doesn’t know who did. D.V. Icke says not only moon but those rings of 
Saturn were hacked in ex post facto from somewhere else; for him, "this 
is the reality that we are really dealing with". 

Icke claims the moon was placed in our orbit so as to play a key 
lubricating role. For Icke, Saturn symbolism has been placed all around us 
so as to collapse people’s auric-fields in the energetic hamster-wheel 
(family reactor), extinguishing their control as sinister archontics seize 
consciousness, so as to float, land, then replicate their differential signature/ 
curvature/shuttlecock/empty. 



Icke’s worms broadcast out a looping screen causing cyclical unnatural 
rhythms which are the circuits of ritualistic behaviour. By beaming out 
wicked frequencies the Moon twice attaches to the auric-field collapsing the 
reader’s family wave function; causing folk to become part of the wave 
(and indifferentially so); essentially, he says, in the end, "the conscious 
mind", unfortunately, ’’quite simply does not know what is happening" {5}. 

After Entire 

The best thing about writing on David is the guarantee that no matter 
what you say Icke will not sue you. Icke believes in free speech, not the 
free speech governments purport to give you, but the free speech you 
take for yourself. For Icke this corresponds to a fundamental law of 
creation; Icke believes wholeheartedly in free-will; it’s too bad the courts 
don’t. 

Icke really does believe his reptilians are really reptiles and not “the 
Jews”. If he didn’t why did his wife divorce him because he thought she 
was a reptilian? 

{1} lapetus? Why not dwarf planets like Makemake? Or Snow White? 

{2} If I was Icke, for me, necessarily, I’d conject it’s run by Ananke, not 
by those gas giants (Jupiter, Saturn, Neptune). 

{3} -[Holy Torah] Numbers 13:33-2- -Nephi 29:13 13 And it shall come to 
pass that the Jews shall have the words of the Nephites, and the 
Nephites shall have the words of the Jews; and the Nephites and the 
Jews shall have the words of the lost tribes of Israel; and the lost tribes 
of Israel shall have the words of the Nephites and the Jews-. 

{4} Who knows where we'd be had the good Doctor Icke paid just a tad 
more for psychics of higher value. 

{5} [Icke] “They have hijacked the Moon”. 



After Empwyre 


“Anything close at hand is made to serve as arrow for the bow” (Jacques 
Derrida) 

1. The Globalization of Capitalist Production and Exchange 

Sovereignty is articulated through communications systems. Communication is 
not subordinated to sovereignty. Sovereingty is subordinated to 
communications. The politics of the new segmentations is a politics of 
communication. Communication and biopolitical contexts are co-existent. 

Communication is one of the hegemonic sectors of production which acts 
through the entire field by deterritorization-circulation. The form of capitalist 
production in which capital has succeeded (they say) in submitting society 
entirely and globally to its regime, communication is, like what we call 
information, a commodity produced. 

Cellular telephony intensifies deterritorialization. The network is the site of 
both production and circulation. The network form of power, they say, is 
the only model today able to create and maintain order. The production of 
the common is more efficient the more people participate freely. Productive 
subjectivities must today be autonomous from private/capitalist or public/state 
authority. 

For revolutionary communism to be a project of not emancipation but 
liberation; not emancipation of work but liberation from work; it must launch 
a process of self-transformation beyond worker identity. Epistemology must 
be grounded on the terrain of struggle. Revolutionary class politics must 
remake worker subordination and abolish the old identity [of the worker]; it 
must destroy them and set up new opportunities in place. 

Revolution must simultaneously be both insurrection and institution. 
Insurrection, to open a path for revolution, must be sustained, through the 
consolidation of institutional processes. As structural and superstructural 



transformation, revolution does not necessarily require bloodshed but it does 
call for the use of [the] force. 

Military control and organization is exercised primarily through 
communications and information technologies. War, what Hardt and Negri 
refer to as the general matrix for all relations of power and techniques of 
domination, is a form of rule. No longer an instrument at the disposal of 
political powers to be used in limited instances, (they believe) war tends to 
define the foundation of the political system. 

Fortunately for Catharina-Amalia, all wars tend to be netwars. One requires 
a network to fight a network; military revolution must not simply use 
networks, it must itself become a full matrix distributed network. New 
power must demonstrate the effectiveness of its force at the same time 
that the basis of its legitimation are simultaneously locked in. 

Communication, the central element, establishes the relations of production 
guiding development. The communications industries not only organize 
production but impose a new structure adequate to global space, thus 
making justification immanent. 

Legitimacy of the new power is in part based directly on the effectiveness 
of its use of force [author’s note: ad baculum Empire]. After a new theory 
of value, a new theory of subjectivity must be formulated which operates 
primarily through knowledge, language and communication. Immaterial labor 
is biopolitical; it orients itself to the creation of forms of social life. Negri 
and Hardt say "[production of subjectivity is increasingly central to the 
biopolitical generation of value"; "the communicative engine circulates signs 
to make sure the space of communication is completely deterritorialized". 

As our new informational economies emerge, a certain accumulation of 
information is necessary, they say, before a true capitalist production can 
take place. 

Capitalist accumulation is increasingly external to the production process. 
Capital works by new breaking down old. Capital captures and expropriates 
value. A process of the creation of surplus value via the production of 



commodities, "capital tends toward being a world power", "it must 

continually seek new frontiers", "its thirst must be quenched with new 
blood". Negri & Hardt don’t understand our nationalism, "nation-states are 
now simply filters of in the flow of the global circulation of capital" (a 

statement which I reject; furthermore, the statements "the state has been 
defeated and corporations now rule the earth", "the national democratic 
capitalist state has self-destructed", I categorically reject them and 
consequently their entire state philosophy). 

2. The Dark Side 

Fear is the primary mechanism of control. For Tony and Michael, "present 
is fear". The new segmentations are guaranteed, they say, not "through a 
rubric of desire and pleasure but through [layered] fear". In Hardt’s Empire, 

corruption is everywhere, "the forms in which corruption appears are so 
numerous that trying to list them is like pouring the sea into a teacup". 

Corruption is the substance and totality of Negri’s Empire; "corruption is 
easily perceived because it appears immediately as a form of violence, as 
an insult [author's note: as a dis])" 

Disciplinary society is that society in which social command is constructed 
through a diffuse network of dispositifs or apparatuses that produce and 
regulate customs, habits, and productive practices. They say "the enemy is 
a specific regime of global relations we call Empire" (sic), "Empire is 
defined here in the final instance [author's note: so they say] as the 'non¬ 
place' of life or, in other words, as the absolute capacity for destruction”. 
How are nowhere and absolute destruction in any sense the same? 

Unfortunately, my humble opinion is Empire is the worst book in history, 
Negri & Hardt are the first theorists to argue on behalf of the unknown 
against the known. Secondly, the hybridity theory is a consequence of 
hybrid authorship (i.e. that they write as we, and not the royal we), that 
is why they believe the characteristic of the processes they speak of is 
that they be essentially hybrid. 



Worse, what they argue often appears as a form of what I call 
epiphenomalist social theory, where the subject is "passive", merely a by¬ 
product of existing "communicative circulation". In their terms, required is an 
Empire where "the political subject be fleeting and passive while the 
producing and consuming agent is present active". So I say, they make 
slavery and they call it revolution, "each subjectivity must become a subject 
that is ruled in the general networks of control", Empire is an Empire of 
slavery; they are slaves in Marx’s conscripted army (see from cotton to 
yarn). 

Empire is not a joy; "Empire pretends to be the master of that world 
because it can destroy it. What a horrible illusion! In reality we are 
masters of the world" (sic). To say we are the masters of the world 
doesn't mean a single phrack'n thing. Only slaves feel that pride hearing 
somebody else say 'we are masters' when that ‘we’ refers not to them. 

To say "we are the masters of the world" is a form of what I call 
"empty collectivism". Our lady Ayn would be assuredly rolling in her grave. 

3. Nullification of Meanings of Linguistic Production 

"Empire is a hegemon with no center" (Seyla Benhabib) 

There exists no sovereignty becoming power over life itself; no Empire 
channeling, coding and territorializing the flows of capital. The illusion of 
Empire is illusion, nothing more. Not even a constitutive illusion, just 
illusion. 

My approach is rather than attempting to look for substance emerging from 
the theory look for their sentences which actually don't mean anything. 

Then try to find out what you can learn. 

"The poor express an enormous power of life". This doesn't mean 
anything; it has no meaning. Note that Mike and Antonio say the poor are 
"God". Can we sell their argument to the Princess of Orange? Or shall 
we sell them to our friend Natan? Or to the stick? 



"When the multitude works it produces autonomously reproducing an entire 
world of life". That sentence also doesn't mean anything. If you find 
enough of these sentences without substance you can use them to 
relativize the no-meaning and out-no Antonio on a "no" (which is all he 
wants, you can bet that any despicable decrepit cares more about ‘no’ 
than anything else, actually if you want to measure how sick a person is, 

measure how much they care about the word ‘no’, and what do they say 

in response?) and hence one up your stake on his own argument (which 
is of course not your own, why would you argue for nothing?) I claim 
Antonio argues for non-meaning because Antonio is nothing but non¬ 
meaning. 

They say there's now no outside to capital and logics of biopower. 
Information and communication are the commodities produced. The network 
itself, they say, is a real and proper "non"-place [author's note: not 
Harvard University Press]. 

The primary object of class struggle, they say, is not to kill capitalists 
(no? no? no?) but to demolish the structures and institutions that maintain 
their privilege, authority and right. The political task is, Mike and Tony say, 

not simply to resist these processes but to reorganize them and redirect 

them toward new ends. For Seyla, it means democratizing them; bringing 
them under standards of a moral reflection compatible with autonomous 
postconventional identities [author’s note: she’s right; from Paul to Marieke 
(or something very much like that); the flow moves away from popular 
given names, because no one wants anything to do with Joe, Steven and 
Dan], 

If our multitude must select the beneficial and flee the detrimental forms of 
the common surely there's a case that it is at least arguable that we 
should flee Antonio and Michael’s Empire or “non-place”, whatever that 
means or doesn’t mean, when they themselves admit their Empire is 
nothing but corrupt. 

I.f. Re-Harakhty is not Empire, as much as he tries to convince you. 
There's no Empire (except the Empire of Japan, which our good friends 



the CIA have excluded now for the second time). Why go on the record 
hating the nips? The fact our CIA omitted the Empire twice now from the 
World Factbook means they are not just hunting Bougainville through 
Uganda and Moldova and that slave dependency St. Barthelemy, they are 
also themselves actively thwarting NMI - that is, American territory. The 
CIA actively outing American dependencies is proof there’s something very 
very wrong with the government. 

p.s. this essay is dedicated to Northern Mariana Islands, may peace be 
upon NMI 



Addendum: Reception of our Continental Philosophy in “Europe” 


PI Re-Reversed: Critical Notice of Etenne Balibar 

"he that is thus tyed, is call'd a SERVANT, he to whom he is tyed, a 
LORD" (De Cive) 

Men are self-moving systems of matter which equally seek to maintain 
motion. Motion is equally necessary to each mechanism since each of us 
must maintain our motion. Motions, if not self-corrected, would bring 
continual collision (with resultant loss of motion). So, to ensure a maximum 
chance of continued motion, the correction (a corrective moral system of 
obligation) is necessary, says Hobbes. 

Morality is what is most conducive to continued motion. For Hobbes, 
morality must therefore be deduced from that motion. Hobbes was the first 
to deduce rights and obligations from facts by virtue of a reduction of 
human beings to self-moving and self-directing systems of matter; such an 
assumption "enabled (and required) him to assume that the continued 
motion of each was equally necessary" (Political Theory of Possessive 
Individualism). This enabled him to treat all individuals as insecure, as 
equally in need of a system of political obligation. By dispensing with any 
postulate of moral purpose from outside, he assumed moral values, rights, 
and obligations were entailed in capacities and needs of equally self-moving 
mechanisms. 

Each has a right to its continued motion, says Hobbes. Right doesn't have 
to be brought in from outside. Rights and obligations are entailed in the 
need of each human mechanism to maintain its own motion. Hobbes' 
deduction of right and obligation from fact by way of the postulate of 
equality "seems to have been made possible by his acceptance of the 
materialist assumptions" (Ibid). However, this was not sufficient for him to 
formulate a theory of obligation; for besides the materialist assumption that 
men are self-moving systems of matter in motion, Hobbes required a 
postulate that the motion of every individual is necessarily in opposition to 



the motion of every other; "this latter postulate was not contained in his 
mechanical materialism but was derived from his market assumption" (Ibid). 
Mechanic and market assumptions were both essential; only a society as 
fragmented as a market society can credibly be treated as a mechanical 
system of self-moving individuals. 

The Possessive Market Society 

"Reputation of Power is Power" (Leviathan) 

The possessive market society has the unique characteristic that in it the 
value or worth of every man is determined by the market. Hobbes 
concluded no other standard of value or rights was needed. The standard 
of value was provided by the facts of our market systems. 

Man is a self-moving mechanism seeking to maintain or enhance his 
motion. Capacity of every man to get what he wants is opposed by the 
capacity of every other man. Every man's power is opposed by the power 
of others. Power, on this account, is a comparative, not absolute, quantity 
measured by opposition of individuals' powers. Wealth and reputation are 
power; they give defensive and offensive strength against the others. "What 
quality soever maketh a man beloved or feared of many, or the reputation 
of such quality, is Power" (Leviathan). 

Hobbes effectively defined [acquired] power as ability to command the 
services of other men. Man's power, not absolute but comparative, not 
consisting of man's personal capacities plus command acquired by 
exercising those capacities but the exercise of his personal capacities over 
other men, is the product of the transfer of some men's powers to others. 

Transfers of power are assumed to be so usual that there's a market in 
power. A man's power is treated as a commodity (with regular dealings in 
which are established market prices); "[and] as in other things, so in men, 
not the seller, but the buyer determines the Price"; "[for] let a man (as 
most men do) rate themselves at the highest Value they can their true 
Value is no more than it is esteemed by others". The value men set on 



one another is measured by the degree to which each is honoured or 
dishonoured, that is to say, shown by the positive or negative amount of 
deference accorded to him; "[to Value a] man at a high rate is 
to Honour him at a low rate is to Dishonour him". 

Hobbes reasons from man in society to man as a mechanical system of 
matter in motion, then, to man's necessary social behaviour. From "man 
the machine" by itself, to man the machine as unit in a series of social 
relationships, Hobbes reckons that humans are self-moving, self-directing, 
calculating, self-correcting appetitive machines. 

For Hobbes, values, entitlements, and hence actual rights, are determined 
by a force not subjective nor supernatural. Objective facts about society 
contain all needed for the deduction of political obligations which morally 
bind rational men; political/moral obligations are deducible from fact. 

Our Expression "Possessive Individualism" 

Balibar says "I cannot say if the expression 'possessive individualism' was 
invented by MacPherson in his 1962 book, The Political Theory of 
Possessive Individualism, or if he took it from another source. What is 
sure, however, is that from that moment onwards it became an 
extraordinarily successful instrument of historical analysis and ethical 
judgment which largely escaped the original intentions of the author" 

(Balibar, Possessive Individualism Reversed); "[i]n the sociological tradition, it 
was never resolved whether possessive individualism represented a general 
structure of social organization which had triumphed under certain historical 
conditions, or whether it was typical only of a specific realm of human 
behavior, e.g., the economic realm, where the generalization of market 
institutions imposed the anthropological figure of homo oeconomicus" (Ibid). 

According to Balibar, "[]MacPherson is able to set out a system of seven 
axioms which he proposes as the classical foundations" of PI (possessive 
individualism) or so-called “Western Democratic Ontology”: (i) What makes 
a man human is freedom from dependence on the will of others (ii) 
Freedom from dependence on others means freedom from any relations 



with others except those relations into which the individual enters voluntarily 
with a view to his own interest (iii) The individual is essentially the 
proprietor of his own person and capacities, for which he owes nothing to 
society (iv) Although the individual cannot alienate the whole of his 
property in his own person, he may alienate his capacity to labor (v) 
Human society consists of a series of market relations (vi) Since freedom 
from the wills of others is what makes a man human, each individual’s 
freedom can rightfully be limited only by such obligations and rules as are 
necessary to secure the same freedom for others (vii) Political society is a 
human contrivance for the protection of the individual’s property in his 
person and goods, for the maintenance of orderly relations of exchange 
between individuals regarded as proprietors of themselves. Balibar says 
"[according to] MacPherson, it is in Hobbes’s philosophy that we find the 
clearest formulation of these axioms. But the consequences would be 
completely developed only in Locke". 

Power, Property, and Proprietorship (Or Individual-Qua-Owner) 

Theories of “possessive individualism” articulate a concept of power along 
with a concept of property and appropriation. Before any man can use any 
of the natural produce of the earth for his nourishment or support he 
must appropriate it; it "must be his, and so his, i.e. a part of him, that 
another can no longer have any right to it, before it can do him any 
good for the support of his Life". There must therefore be some rightful 
means of individual right to appropriate "every Man has a Property in his 
own Person. This no Body has any Right to but himself. The Labour 
of his Body, and the Work of his Hands [....] are properly his". 

A human has a right to preserve his or her life. A man's labour is his 
own. Whatever a man removes out of its natural state he has mixed his 
labour with; for J. Locke, by mixing his labour (with it), he makes it his 
property; "at least where there is enough, and as good left in common for 
others". This is how the philosopher Locke justifies appropriation of the 
produce of the earth which was originally given to mankind in common 
(and likewise barter of the surplus perishable produce of one's own labour 
is, of course, here permitted). 



Balibar says "if Hobbesian civil society mirrors the form of a generalized 
market", "it is because the market itself ought to be considered as a 
market in power where different ways of acquiring and appropriating power 
compete"; for Balibar, power, by definition, means a surplus of power, n. 
b.. 

"Because [C. B.] MacPherson wants Hobbes to have immediately formulated 
the postulates of possessive individualism with a maximum of clarity and 
rigor, as a system which allows us to see the body politick as an 
association of individuals where each only seeks his own interest, he also 
claims to find in Hobbes the idea or thesis of an individual property in 
oneself". Thomas Hobbes, according to E. Balibar, would refuse “self¬ 
ownership” as a political notion for this would establish competing 
authorities and obligations. 

Balibar says to speak of a “property in one’s person” would be to 
mistake the person for a thing; for Balibar, only “things” can be 
appropriated; "to speak of a property in one’s person or in oneself is not 
exactly to issue a contradictory proposition, pushing persons into the order 
of things; it rather tries to designate the ultimate point where propriety 
meets with property"; "where to be rejoins to have"; "the point from which 
persons and things will start to diverge". 

Alienable and Inalienable (or the Emergence of Positive Function) 

Balibar says "[I] think that the crucial paradoxes come rather from the 
difficulty of articulating the alienable and inalienable character of things in 
general, including persons". Locke explains for us how an individual 
becomes fully engaged in his own actions and "alienated" (into an external 
reality and practical consequences); "the difficulty lies in considering the 
same thing, or the same person, as simultaneously alienable and 
inalienable, separable and inseparable"; for Balibar, a subject has two faces 
exterior and interior. Balibar argues "[labor] in general is the process where 
the places of the subject, the self and the own, are continuously 



exchanged"; "exchange is the necessary development of labour"; "[c]apital in 
general, as a substantial process, appears to be the model of every 
subject-formation, and hence of the category subject itself". 

I question Balibar whether capital as such is an appropriate blueprint for 
as he says “the ‘category’ of subject itself”. We have other species in 
the biosphere (+post-sublunary; ‘microbes’ under the surface of the red 
planet), to model the subject merely on capital is careless, and extremely 
so. On Earth, capital is always created by humans. There’s more to the 
subject than what is made. 

Under domestication, why have we the horse? Not say our friend hippo? If 
my memory serves me right, humans were unable to domesticate rhinos, 
cheetahs, acorns, etc. This inability to domesticate will leave an ‘imprint’ 
on a specific narrative; a thorny touch on both our internal and external 
horizon, both on the behavioral outside and on our ghastly inner. Capital 
may itself be very much, as far as we know, interested in getting a hold 
of cats, however, those relations are not a function of capital. Modeling 
the subject on that capital (as a substantial process) misses its natural 
essence and its evolutionary signature. 

Nevertheless, our friend Balibar says, moreover, “reversing possessive 
individualism” are Rousseau, Marx, and that guy Derrida. To paraphrase 
the rest of the play play play; Balibar asks a question to which I answer. 
"Might we say that, if there was in Rousseau an “anthropological” reversal 
and in Marx a “dialectical” reversal, we are confronted in Derrida [then] 
with an “eschatological” reversal?" My answer is no. Derrida is quite 
emphatically not eschatologist; indeed, the title eschatological thinker par 
excellence rather belongs to, I believe, Thomas Hobbes. 

A fortiori, to call Derrida eschatologist would be a gross misreading like 
smearing his legacy with shit. It would mean from the get-go shorting his 
undermining of that guy Hegel and his notion, Derrida’s notion, that is, 
that ‘aufhebung’, in particular, is restricted to circulation. 


Legacy of Prohibition 



Hegel of 1806 believed there's an end it's coming to an end. It’s going 
somewhere and its coming to arrive. Hegel, in Phenomenology, prescribes 
an end. However, our friend Jacques Derrida says there's no end to this 
"philosophy of fright" [my term, not his]; this differential production is 
interminable. Derrida, however, believes our friend Hegel's closure [author’s 
note: of Spirit] isn't possible, ‘aufhebung’, says Derrida, is produced entirely 
from within discourse (from within the system or the work of signification); 
such an aufhebung is thereby included within the circle (“of absolute” 

knowledge); within its own circularity, within circulation itself, Hegel’s 
aufhebung thus belongs to a restricted economy; the form of the passage 
from one no-no prohibition to another (in a circulation of prohibitions); and 
in addition, history as truth of "prohibition". 

Since K. Marx's analysis of the commodity-form relies on an ontological 
notion of the use-value of a thing prior to existence as commodity; where 
there’s correspondingly a purity of use-value, ‘worth’, 'truth', 'value' of that 

'thing' present to itself; material things become spectral upon entering into 

exchange; "limited to the meaning and the established value of objects, 
and to their [air-traffic] circulation". For our friend J. Derrida, "use-value is 

spectral"; as a relational characteristic, not pure; not identical to itself; 
already relational; use of a thing is found not in the thing itself but in the 
relation of that thing to another thing that uses it. As a commodity, it is 
a social relation; it is that thing only as a result of its being used in 
relation to that use. 

A chessboard - the paradigm case for a material thing - is already 
haunted by its immateriality before restriction within an exchange economy! 
Use-value even prior to taking on the commodity-form is itself already a 
social relation; “[just like] an abandoned city remains haunted by the forces 
that produced it remains haunted by the force it seeks to [author's note: 
punctuationally] exclude”; contaminated by what, Derrida claims, it seeks to 
exclude or exorcise, as "[there exists] no longer, there never was just 
capital, nor capitalism in the singular, but capitalisms plural - whether 
State of private, real or symbolic, always linked to spectral forces - or 
rather capitalizations whose antagonisms are irreducible". 



Displacing ‘Red Specters’ 


"there is no Dasein in the specter" (Jacques Derrida, Spectres of Marx) 

Jacques Derrida charges Hegel as guilty of a “neutralization” which he 
claims is a figure of that same specter haunting Marx's ontology (and 
after); his prescribed medicine to Karl’s conundrum, we term not 
pharmacology, but hauntology “[traversing] the ontological, opening it to 
unpredictability and interminability"; "[this logic of haunting] would not be 
merely larger and more powerful than an ontology or a thinking of Being 
(of the "to be," assuming that it is a matter of Being in the "to be or 
not to be," but nothing is less certain)”, “would harbor within itself, like 
circumscribed places or particular effects, both[ ]eschatology and teleology”. 

In addition to, say, quasi-transcendental movement of differance (deny that) 
as "underlying" general economy; there “exists” economy meant to 
recognize what renders any restricted economy impossible. This external (or 
general) economy is not sovereignty; Derrida believes there doesn’t exist 
the sovereignty; other than, of course, lest us not forget, "writing of 
sovereignty [which] places [those] discourse^] in relation to”, what Derrida 
himself erroneously dubs “absolute non-discourse”, or I dub “the external 
world”. 

Our friend Derrida reports "the privileged position of the protentional 
dimension of intentionality and that of the future, a transcendence that 
essentially can never be mastered, the idealized space of mathematics 
allows us to go immediately to the infinite limit of what is in fact an 
unfinished movement. Thus the transcendence of every lived future can be 
absolutely appropriated and reduced in the very gesture which frees that 
future". Never mind how ballistic that sentence actually is, what I am 
arguing is that country Togo, to go immediately to the infinite limit is not 
eschatology. Derrida believing he can close down all the future human 
lives is not eschatology; it’s just more writing, more mud monkeys are 
flinging around, he says nothing about the actual end of that ape. 



"What has happened? In sum, nothing has been said. We have not 
stopped at any word; the chain rests on nothing; none of the concepts 
satisfies the demand, all are determined by each other and, at the same 
time, destroy or neutralize each other. But the rule of the game or, rather, 
the game as rule has been affirmed; as has been the necessity of 
transgressing both discourse and the negativity of the bothersomeness of 
using any word at all in reassuring identity of its meaning." [author’s note: 
almost exactly like that except to say it is run from a higher-dimensional 
access space]. 

I depart from Derrida and his doctor brigade, for me, practice of jamming 
any communication whatsoever is not a discipline unto itself (physical, 
hautological or otherwise), but a sub-domain (field) of communicative 
jamming generally; furthermore, that, there, properly speaking, “under 
ontology is somehow not ontology” is just stupid shit; or rather, Derrid-ean 
"logic of haunting is more powerful than ontology" (yes he said that) is as 
“dumb” as “whoever loses wins” (yes he said that too); for Derrida, 
remember, there’s no end to how low you can go; he recommends you 
just go down since all of it is merely writing anyways, I won’t point out 
how the Glorious Koran disagrees, but it does. 

Our Inserts in Place of that 1806 Conclusion 

"The views of space and time which I wish to lay before you have 
sprung from the soil of experimental physics, and therein lies their strength. 
They are radical." (H. Minkowski, 1908) 

What our friend Minkowski insists about himself one rightly could say about 
our friend T. Hobbes. His theories sprang from the soil of experimental 
physics. They are radical. This is what, for me, our friend Crawford saw 
and what E. Balibar missed. Continuous motion does not require the 
application of continuous outside force, "[Bjefore Galileo, it was assumed 
that an object at rest would stay there for ever unless some other thing 
moved it, and would only go on moving as long as some outside force 
was applied. Galileo assumed that an object in motion would stay in 



motion for ever unless something else stopped it, and that its motion did 
not require the continued application of outside force" (PToPI). 


Hobbes founded his own social theory on Galileo's principle of relativity; 
performing mechanical experiments we cannot detect our own motion. The 
moderns’ (of whose law I don’t consider myself won won won) concept of 
inertia is contained in this very formulation. Hobbes, as stated, is the 
eschatological thinker par excellence precisely because of this physics. 

I.f. the self-motion will find some way to continue what it is already doing. 
There will always be some outlandish miraculous against-all-odds which 
interjects, in order so, precisely so that, this self-motion continues 
unimpeded. 
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